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SPECIFIC C0MMEX-S 

1. 

2 

3. 

4. 

c _. 

6. 

7. 

S. 

9. 

Section 9.1, p. 9-1, paras. 1 & 2: The fint sentencc in e3ch of thae two parsgrtphs pisent 
somewhat inconsistent objcctives and g00k for the E€ Pl=c review. 

Scction 9.1, p. 9-1. para. 1: Define 'environment" in the first sentence. Add "impac;s" to 
"addressing risks to the.  . . 
Section 9.1.1, p. 9-2, p a n  1: ?he "coordinated approach with OUs I & 3" is not midt-n: or 
elabotated cn later in the EEW?. 

Scdon 9.1.1. p. 9-2 para 3: The Task 1 eEorts should h3t.c already been accomplished as 
part of the RI scoping. 

The first scntence in this parag~aph indicates that DOE regards the E€ effors as outside the 
scopc of the OU5 RFL'RI cEorts. This it cot c3rrcct. 

n e  Data Quaiity Objectives axmot be defined in Task 1 because the data net& havc not 
yet bcc:: identified. 

Section 9.1.1. p. 9-2. para. 4: The najoriy of this work should have already been conducted 
as part or' thc XI scoping. Much of what is inciuded undcr Task 2 is generally considercd part 
of the muceptual model development We sugest combining Tasb i with 311 or part of Task 
2 S ~ C E  they are obviously rclated. 

The use of the term  prelimi in^^ risk assessment" is sery questionable. What is bein, = called 
"preliminary risk assessmenc" is r a l l y  '%onceptwl mode1 dexAopment." W e  question the 
Ioose use of the tern "preILmina& risk asseslcincnt" and susgest the term not be used. at least 
in this conten. For canpie, 3 risk asxssiricnt is not genenliy utcd to identify conramin3nn 
of concern. 

II 

Section 9.1.1, p. 9-4 para. I: Dacn'oe the t g a  of "quantitative data on cornmunit): 
composition in terrsctrial 3nd aquaric habitats" to bc dmeloped E ~ O M  the ccological fieid 
sune1;s. 

The 'updat(ing) knowledge 01 site conditions" should really be "updating the cur,ctFtnai 
model." 

Section 9.1.1. p- 9-1, para. 2: it\wouId appear thar some Iwel of tosicit): as..esxnCzt needs 
to be cmducted before contaminants of concex can be identified. T ~ I S  paragr3ph indicates - - -  
that the contaminants of mnem arc identiced beiorc a toxici? asseswent is conbrrcted. Is 
this all consistent? 

Section 9.1.1. p. 9-1.. para. 3: The "ecolo~caI5cld hvestigatior," in -ha first sentence should 
be "ecological 5eId surve:;." 

Sec:ion 9-1.1. p. 94. para 4 It is undear w'n:; 'charicterization of thc risk or threac of OC5 
conr;irkants to recepor qopulations and haEi:ats' is being addressed 3t this stage of the 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

1s. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

assessment. It dozs not q~pcar data are adequate at this stage to characfcrize risks. W h y  not 
wait until the end of the Phase I process. 

Section 9.1.2. p. 9-6, para. 2: The indications are that all potential contaminants 01 concern 
to the EE arc included in Tables 2-5 and 2-6. Is this true? If not. how will the EE-specillc 
contaminant data needs be incorporated into the Phasc I RI abiotic sampling pro-mm? 

Secrion 9.1.11. p- 94. para. 3: Thc relevance of the information in the fourth sentence in 
this paragaph is not ciex 

ProTide more dead on the Talmage and Waiton (1990) study. 

Section 9.1.2, p. 9-7, Table 9-1: Provide sources for thesc data. 

Seaion 9.1.2.1. p. 9-8. para 2: The srateaeat M tbe eEect that AWQC "were cstabiished XI 
be prorectk of all aquatic life forms'' is not precisely correct. Please chcck to make surc thc 
dekition is correct 

Seaion 9.1.2l..,p. 98.  para. 3: The phrase "detected at elevated leveIs" in the third semcxe 
is Got equivalcm to levels &ow Federal surface water quality standards." Concescrations 
c;tn be at elevzicd leveis and not above Fedtral standards. Please review this for consistency 
and accuracy. 

Section 9.12.1q p- 9-9,. Table 9-2: Providz sources for the data in this table. 

Section 9.122 p. 9-12, para 1: The statemeat in the second scntence (bcgimhg with "Thz 
same is true. . . ) is not truc ht biota 

SecGon ?.1.22. p- 9-12. para 2: The last scatcnce in this parsgraph (beginning with "Based 
on the following . . . ") h3s substantial implications for ~e OU5 E5 Piease discus 

.h, 

Section 9.2.2.2. p. 9-12. p3r3. 3: T'ne refcmcs cite", in this section (ic.. Ptndletoz ct d. 
1965 and Hanson et al. 1967) are not in the bibliography. 

S d o n  9.1.2.2. p. 9-13. paras. 3 S: 4: The rclaance of ihc informatioa LI these two 
paragraphs is questionable. 

20. Section 9-1-22, p. 9-12. para 5: ?he 1st smtence in this paragraph (beginning wiih T h e  
authors also reported . . . ") has bubstantid irnplimtions for the OU5 EE. ?Iensc discus. 

Section 9.122. p. 9-14 pans. 1 & 2: The relevance of the infomation in thesc trvo 
paragraphs is questionable. 

21. 

22. %cion 9.1.3.2. p. 9-11, para. 3: Tine relevancc of the statfnent in thc lis; senftncc 
(begnning Rith "One would expect ve? low . . . is not c i a .  Is RF? being spxificaily 
discused If so. where did tne data on contaminant concentrations in tnviroi?;;lenta~ media 
come from? 
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25. Section 9.1.3.2 p. 9-16. para. 4: What is going to be done with reference to thc "candidate 
species for federal listing?" This paragraph indicrltes that there is an undcriyine assumpxion 
that the &ring dam are a q t a b l e  to "ulitc off these ta~3. Indicate how the EE w f l  
addrcss this issue of candidate ~ + u i  

Section 9.2 p. 9-16, para. 6: Cite the rei-t portions of thc HCP that suppon an EE. 24. 

25. Section 9-21, p. 9-17, pm. 3: DQOs umot be developed until d a a  gaps are idcstifizd (in 
Task 2). 

Insert the following: " . . . and dm!opmenr of a plan for obtaining - - . " 
Provide more detail on the process oi "obtaining consensus." 

26. Section 92.1. p. 9-17. pan. 4 A1 of thcse activities should have been conducrrd as p r r  of 
the work plan development. 

27. Section 921.1. p. 9-17? para. 5: From what can the kt of chemicals to be evaluated "be 
narrowed?" 

l- 

Should selection criteria be wchenjc.al and specks sp&c?" Please cxplaia. 

The one criteria mentioncd (likelihood of cxposnre) is a 'cry strange choice. 

25. Sedan 92.1.1, p. 9-20, p q , l :  Define the *selection procns' mentioned in the first 
sentence. 

Thc EPA E5 manual does not B p p a r  to providc  dance for thc sdecuan of cootaminants 
ci concern. 

29. Section 921.2. p. 9-20, para. 2: The first sentexc in this par3,paph gives one the inpiasioc 
tbat key receptor species arc defined exclusively on the basis of sensitivity io parricular 
cantaminants. Is this true? If no& plcase modify. 

30. Section 9.21.2. p. 9-21. paras. 3 & 4: This p a r q a p h  indicates that thcrc is feedback from 
Task 3 to Task 1. Tne problem appears to be that these nvo paragaphs arc out at' place. 
n e y  actually describe Task 3 activities. and should probably be moved to Szciiun 9.2.3. 

31. Scction 9.2.1.2, p. 9-21. para. 3: \The first sentence indicates that the cbcckiist of 0 5 5  biota 
will be dcvdoped in conjmction with the ecololricai fk!d inventom. Wnat 3buui the field 
surveys. Xiil t h q  not providc idarmation reievant to acvdoping a c h c c b t  or' OU5 biota? 

Reference is madc to t!!e "speciess" in Table 9-5. Many of the tz= in Tabk 9-5 are not 
spccies. 

31. Section 921.2. p. 9-21, p3r3. 4: Are "food we5 analpa" and 'possible tissue sampling" the 
only subsequent eiforts? Rlat about population densiris. Cite the tasks and/or doccineat 
work pian sections wtc:e these subscquent efiord are diszuscd. 
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32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

Descd'be the basis for &e sample sitc rcquirements. What is going to be donc with thc 
tissues that u'd rcquirc sample size consideratioEs. 

Section 9.2.1.2. p. 9-22, Table 9-5: Many of the taxa in Table 9-5 are not species. Changc 
"Receptor S1pecies'' to "R-xcptor Taxon." 

-on 911.2, p. 9-23. para. 1: Where is the "final selection of contaminants of concern and 
key receptor spccies" to be conducted? Circ the specific task and work phn sectioc. 

Section 9.2.1.3, p. 9-23. entire section: It is not at all clear how these refereace 3rcs  will bc 
used in the ernlogid evaluation. What role do they play. Is DOE talking about making 
hpact LS. refcxnx area comparisons? Pkzsc clarify andor elaborare. 

W t o n  9.21.4, p- 9-23. para. 2: The srstement to the cffcct that reference areas " - - . will 
be seIened based on measurement endpoints" is not entirely clear. P l w c  elaborate. 

Section 9.2.13. p. 9-23, paca 3: The first s e n t a c e  in this paragraph does not appear to make 
sense. 

The sentence be-gimhg with "For OU5. 3t least one . . . ' indicates that conparions of 
impacted areas with a single reference 3rea may be p h e d ,  We would strongly cnmurage 
DOE to reconsider this approach, smcc a single reference are3 can be hardly considered 
reptescntative of the parricukr habitat type. 

Section 9.2.1.3, p. 9-23? para 4: Wc strongiy question whether reference areas can bc 
selected based on the data q b l e  for the Task 1 assessment. DOE should assure the 
rcader thzt such a sdcction process is defcndable at this stage of the 2ssessment. 

'> 

.h, 

Section 9.2.1.5, p. 9-24. para. 1: Tnis section is conpiztely =nerd and very confuing. 

*eon 9.2.1.5. p. 9-24, para 3 Tiis scctioo is v q  inadeqcate. At this sugc of work plan 
dmelopment. DOE should be able to give generic methods and protocols for the fic!d 
samphg aaign. Without some indication of design protocols. we cmnot adcquaicly review 
the fiek! program. 

- 

Thc first sentence in this paragraph is very strange. 

Section 9.22 p. 9-25. enrirc secribn: Change the name of this section. Delete my references 
to a " P r e h i n a q  Risk .4.sessmcnt." What is being done here is Conczmnl (Risk.) Model 
DcvdoDrnent. not a prebminary risk assessment 

Most of these Ta.k 3 efforts should have been corduc:ed as part of the work plan scoping 
and developiiicat 

S O X ~  of the Tsk 2 aaivities shou!d be split out and integrated with Task 1 acthiiies, since 
both 3re ?xi of  work plan scoping and developnmt of ihc conceptual nodei. 
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40. Section 9.22, p. 9-25, para 1: Thc second bullet indicates that data on the nature and exteat 
of conwrninarion wiU be. avaihble for T s k  3 activiries. Please descr;,be thc rciationships 
between Task 2 and RI activities rciated to abiotic sampiing, as w d  as between Task 2 and 
Task 3 sampling act&iticc. Describe precisely how the data on the nature and cxttent of 
contamination’ wiII be used to design Lhc Task 3 activities. 

. .  . 

41. Section 9.22, p. 9-25, para 2: In gcaed. discuss the central role of the availabilit). of 
information on the nature and extent of contamination in conducting these intepatcd Task 
2 & 3 activities. 

The firs buIlez. indicating that existing data will be used to develop a prchinaly lis1 of 
contaminants is not consistat with the second builet of &e previous para*gaph (which 
indicates that data from Phase I &om on the nature and exsent of contamination in abiotic 
mzdia Will be availablc). E ihese data aie availablc. why the reliarxe on historical data? 

The second bulla. d c a h g  with initial toxjcity tcsting, ais0 implies that d a a  on thc naturc and 
exrenf of contamiaation will be avaiiabic. PleYe disc.uss this relarionskiip. 

With reference to the third bdet, are habitats not idcctiEied and characterized‘! 
’, 

With refmnce to the fourth bullet. what about these plant and -a1 species 
characterized? ’ 

be 

We suggest combining the fifth bullet with thc fourth bdlez. “General information” is too 
nebulous. Be specific about @it popdation cfiaracmistia will be studied. 

With reference to the sixth b let. as far as we un tell this is the only mention 01 ”gut 

. ,  

content ana&sis.“ 3 
42. Section 912.1, p. 9-26. eAiire secsicn: This literature :ctiew should have Seen conducrcd 3s 

p a  of the RI work pian stoping and developnext activities. 

The cr=zrrd role of a conce?tuaI modd in the organintion ana syntfiesis cf iistoriul data and 
identification or‘ data gaps for Task 3 cnaractc,cizaticn should be reagnizcd and ciiscmed. 

13. Secrion 9.222. p. 9-26. cntirc seaion: Tnis iiteraturc review should have been conducted as 
part of the RI work plan scnping and dsveiopment acfivitia. 

Tne c:n:raI role of 3 concqtual model in thc development of the sire characterizaticn should 
be recopriztd and discussed- Thc mnceptual model would cnsurz thac rhe sire 
characreritation discussion emphasizes those componcais that influence contarninsni fate and 
tnnsport. 

44. Senion 9222. p. 9-27, para. 3: What -curr:ct e;?vimrcmtaI studies“ are b e i q  discusscd 
herein. 

45. Section 9.3.3. p. 9-27. entire szsion: In the discisiocs cr‘ air qmliry, soils, surtax watcx and 
sdinezts. a d  groumiwate: {Le.. Sections 9.2.5.1 - 9.2.3.4) pleate refcrcxc :he sections of 



46. 

47. 

45. 
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the RI Work ?l3n where these cfforrs arc discussed in greater dctaii. if not. then these 
sections should be rewritten to include more detail. 

Seaion 9.232. p 9-18, pan. 3: Tnc purpose of the Phase I RFVM of prcviding data *' . . 
. for confidng the presence or absence of contaminarion" is inadquate. 

Section 9.23.2. p. 9-75, para. 4: This paragraph is a conceptuaI model discussion that should 
have been presented earlier. 

Scction 9.233, pp. 9 - 3  Sr 9-29. pan. 5: The first scntcncc in this paragTaph is strange. W'y 
has thi. m t  already been donc. Does DOE mean to say that the methods @ea h this work 
plan may not be adequate? Does DOE me3n to say that the sa~?iing plan for abiotic media 
characterkxicn might be modified to take into account ecological evaluation neecis? W l l  
the data kom thc abiotic media cihracterization be waifabie to locate EE sampling stations? 
Say exactly wnat you me311 herc. 

- 

49. 

50. 

5 1. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

- -  S h o n  9.2.2.2. p. 9-29. para. 3: U;hy were the results in the Fmal Phasc III OU1 WLRI 
Work Ran  and Draft Final OU2 LFii'RI Work Plan not evaluated as part of the deveiapmzn: 
of this Phase I REiiRI Work Plan? 

W o n  9.235. p. 9-29, entire section: For the following subsections, tire activities to 'be 
included in the'qualitative "field surveys" have not differentiated from thosc collcctcd in the 
quantitative "ecological inventory." 

1% 

For each subsectioc. discuss what will be done with thc d3ta? Why is cach data type 
collected? HOW will it be usa in impact or risk assessment? 

can help *identi@ potential contaminant pathways. 
S h u n  9-2-35, p, 9-50. para. 1: 4 .  E.rplain how the "structure of thc bido$cal comxxiunities' 

Smion 9.23.5. p. 9-30, para 2: Exgiain how these station Ioutioos for these tcxicity tcss 
will be selected. Discuss the role of information on the nature and met of contamination 
will be used in this se!ection process. 

Section 9.2.31, p. 9-31. para 3: 
communiq? 

What paramcten will be mevurtd for the benthic 

Seciion 9.231. p. 9-2i, para. 4: What uiIl bc done for the fish? This paragraph prwidcs no 
useful information whatsoever. 

Szction 9.23. p- 9-52. cntire section: Start this dscussion with a summa? of the int'orm:ion 
that is available at the initiaticn cl 'Tasks 4-7. The reiatiocship oi T8sks 4-7 tu th t  
dataiinfomation coilcction rtc:ivities is not entirely cicar. 

Jkes the "whittling down" of the Est of contsminants of ccnccrn occur durins Tasks 4-7? I:' 
SO. please discuss in the appropriate sections. 

Scctks 9.2.4. p. 9-32, pan. 4: n e  icfcmation in rkc scmnd seztenct of this pzrqraph 
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57: 

5s. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

rcgarbg  the integration of thc program design with other onping RFQRI studies is very 
hnportant, panicularly as related to the OC5 Phase I abiotic media cbar~cte~ization. P k s e  
elaborate. 

Section 9.2.6.1, p. 9-53. cntire section: Tnis is a conccptual modeting exercise. Pleae discus. 

Secrion 9.2.6.1. p. 9-34. para. I: Dcscribe the model@ efforts mentioned in the second 
sentence in tbis para-pph. 

Section 92-62. p. 9-34, para. 5: Is this the Eirst use of the fhase I abiotic contamination 
characterization data? Expbin how data on the nature and excent of containination will be 
used to iden@ exposure points. 

Scction 926.3, pp. 9-34 & 9-35.  par^ I: Evplain why transport and fare modeliq might bc 
needed. Bc more specific as to the models to be utiiized. Unless thc potmiid inodds are 
scfected early in the procss. there is a risk that data needed to parameterize the rnodei will 
not be colleacd. 

It is not necessary under the NC? to conduct a ”wont case‘ assessment 

-on 9.2.63, p. 9-35. entire section: This stction represents a major depaiturc Erom the 
standard “quouent method“ ot‘ ecologicai risk assasmat.  As such, it is very important that 
the methodologies lor this work be presented in dc&L 

Section 9.263, p. 9-35, para. 1: What “sitespecific analytic data” will be used in tke 
estimation of chemical mt&? ‘he concentrations of contaminants in abiotic mcdia the only 
site-specific data of c o n c m  h . 
Scction 9.2.7, p. 9-35. para. 3: Tie  first sestmce needs some darikition. partkularly with 
refctence t3 the two rnmiocs of “exposure.* Why is ezological dara coilecrcd in Task 5 not 
considered in this assessmectl 

)I 

c 

T 

Section 92.7. p. 9-X. para. 4: This p a r a p p h  is critial. because it appears ta discuss thc 
impact aSsessmeat metbodology. Describe in derail the methodology tor impact asscsSmeCi. 
What ezdpoints uriii bc utiiizaj? What hyporhcses wiil be tested? Whcrc will :hex d3ta be 
taken from? Discuss the implications of the ’qualitative nature” uf this characmization of 
adversc effect&. 

Why go to all this cffort beyondtthe quotient method it‘ impacts C 3 m O t  be quan:it?ed’! 

Seciion 9-23. p. 9-36. eatiie, scction: This seaion is very gened  ana quite incomplete. 

Section 9.2.9. p. 9-36. para. 3: Emlain the circumstances under which additional 
ecotcXicolo$cal stuuics might be need&-. Discuss the selcction of stations for this sampIhg 
effort. 

Section 9.2.9. pp. 9-36 & 9-37, para. 4: Dcx;l‘cc the types of quanu~atke data u;nich cculd 
be provided in thse cwtoxicoiogial studies. 



The builet specific criteria are exelicnr. and will go a long way to determining Ihc feasibility 
of the assessment Sow, good luck in finding responses that fit these criteria. Also, please 
address. the multiple wntarnin3nr problcm. 

In thc Eth bullet, "power" is 1 minus the Type II error, and the usc of both in the sentenct 
introduces redundancy. We suggest changing rhc Type 11 error" to Type 1 error." Gndcr 
certain nulI hypotheses, the Type I error could be the mort important 

. 

6S. Section 9.29, p. 9-37, pap- 1; Whcic ia OU5 are these samples to bc dlened. Discuss the 
rationale underlying the sample starion selection process that will be employcd in T s k  9. 
Discuss the relationship of these stxion locarions to thc natue and extent of contamhation. 
Discuss the technical objectives of the sampling effon What relationships does DOE hope 
to make in this assessment. How wiil thcse efforts provide data useM to risk ssessment or 
impac: characterization. 

- 

69- Section 9.2.9, p. 9-38. para. 1: The bullet items identifyiog data-related protocols to be 
employed in rchi.ng the field sampling plan are good. This field sampling pi- an should bc a 
deliverable, and should be reviewcd and approved prior to implcmcntativn of th- 0 Task 9 
sampiinp progiam. 

70. section 9210. p. 9-35. para 2: It is not clex how the tissue malysis will be used to a s e s  
impacts. This should be made obvious to thc reader. Pleve discuss in detail. If the means 
is through the pathway model, please expiah in some d t d .  

The suitability criteria given in" he last sentence a d E m t  than thosz presented earlier for 
"key receptors." PIc3se clarify. Is DOE refctring only to L i  receptors in this sentcncc? 

Section 9210. p. 9-38. para. 3: Discuss these samplcs for enlironmental media ia grcaicr 
detail. Under what canakions w u l d  these samples be coilccrcd? Is this discussion reizted 
to the Task 3 tissue collecdons'.' %%at sxa teg  is to be empIoyed 3s far as csstab1ishir;g dose- 
response relationships from these fieid data? 

i 
71. 

With regard to the last sectence, state piainiy 6ow the patbwqs modcf will be used to assess 
potential impacts 

72. Section 9210. p. 9-38. para. 4 Discuss the design of these swrisdcal tests in somc dczil.  
Reference to DQOs is not satisfactory. 

Section 9.210. pp- 9-38 & 9-39, para 5: The last sentence in the paragraph indicates that 
DOE mill be very cautious in thc seiec:ion of bioio_eicaI rcsponses and the implemeniation 
o€ the impact characterization methodology. This approach is to be applauded. Pl-5e 
discuss where the data to evaluate these qnantitativc considerations will be dcrivcd. W e  
presume most of thcse dan come from the Task 3 ecological inveatoq efforts: hou-mer. the 
quantitative aspects of rhe Task 3 efforts were aot adcquateiy described, and thc situation is 
not clear. Pl-e discus. 

\ 

73. 
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and ewluatcd in the characteriz3tion of potential emironmental impacts" is not adcquatc. 
The key is how this charaacrization effort ~ i i l  be carried out. This methodology for risk 
assessmeat and inpact cfiarxterization ha not b a n  adequately qrested in this work pIag. 
Pernaps. 3s part of Task 9, t h e n  could tie 3 subsection on "Impact ChmaeriPtion." That 
way, there wouid bc something to say with rcgard to the seventh bullet topic in this 

. 

P = P p k  

75. Section 9.211, p. 9-39. para. 3, and p. 9-43, para. 1: This section (titled "Rcmcdiation 
Criteria") seem to arrive unannounccd. Tine use of the "validatcd" pathway trophic model 
for estabiishing remediation critcria has not been properly introduced. DOE should explain 
why this work is being conducted What is the value of establishing remediation ciitcda to 
this environmental evaluation? Can this modei actually be uscd to assess impacts? 

Discus. the mcthodology for establishing ecological eEects criteria (shown in Figure 9-2) in 
grater dztaii and with more clarity- Discuss thc adequacy of the existing toxicology data 
base. 

76. Section 9.2.1l.+*p. 9-39, para. 3: Some of the discussion in this para-mph is confusing. 
parciculariy the,$entencc: beginning with Tcr "no eEcas" criteria Ieveis - - - How does the 
methodofogy take into account exposure to multipie contaminants? Discuss the feasibiiiry of 
this mchodoiogy in light oi the existing toxicdog data base 3nd the prospecrs €or collccthg 
enough tissues for chmical anab5es. 

Discuss how dctdnan'on of these criteria for OU5 w i U  be coordinated with other Rf;uRI 
snrdics and EEs. .h, 

76. Section 92.11, p. 9-43. para. at: Discuss how the acceptable criteria will be uscd in 
conjuncuon wirh ARARS to miuatc  potential adverse effects. Discuss the zisessnent of 
exposure to mixtures of contaminants. 

77. Section 51.3. p. 9-43, para. 3: Discuss the rde of infomation on the nature and extent of 
contankation (and parriculariy the r a u l r  of the Phase I sarn?ling of abiotic media 
cootamhation) in tbe design of the field sampling plan. Provide the general rationale 
underlyine the sdcction of sampling stations. 

75. Section 9.3, p. 9-44. para. I: The SOPS identified by the first two bullets should bc reviewed 
in detail before this sampling pian receives final approval. 

79. Section 93.1. ?. 9-44. para. 3 Dkrille the types of quaatitative data to be m~lectcd during 
this sampling effort. 

With rekrcnce to objective Yo. 2. should a criterion nut be sensitivity to the contarahma 
of concern? W e  OzEmc this and other critciia were given arlicr in this chspter. 

Objecive SO. 4 appears to bc very important in that it boives ao appraisal of the value Of 
the collec~td data for quantitative ~SS~SSE:~L The p:ocesj of "aetemiring objec*jves, 
rncwxczmt cndpcints and nethodoiogies for Task 9 fitic!.~~rrbcratory contamination srt;dics" 
should be discusscd ia deraii. 
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80. Section 9.3.1. p. 9 4 ,  para 7,: Thi; discussion of statistical tem is much too gcncral If 
~ 3 1 ~ p l i n g  stations can be idciitified ar rhis stagc of the assessment. theic must be a rxionale 
underiying their sdcction. If there is a rationale. therc arc specific hypotheses to t e s t  DOE 
should do 3 bctter job at explaining potential 3pproacfies to quanritative impact assessinent. 

DOE should also stress the use of thesc quantitative data to esubiish samples sizcs for 
acceptable icvcls of unceminty. 

81. Sarion 93.2. p. 945. entire section: Discuss the use of information on the nature and exrent 
of contamination of abiotic media on the sclcction of sarnpiing stations. It appem from this 
discussion that v c q  little of this tvpc of information wiU be available for at least t k  firs1 
ecological inventory and roxiciry tfsting efYoru (Mq-June period). 

For all subsecdons which follow (Le. Sections 93.X to 93.25), discuss the gcacrai ratiocale 
for the laxtion of sampling stations. 

- 

8 2  Section 93.21, p. 946, para 3 Why was this Unk. of Colondo vegc:ation map not 
discwcd eariier. and uscd to d e s i p  the Task 3 ecological inventory? 

83. Section 9.;21'.p. 9-16. para. 4: This dkscssion of tiacyts is a little conksing. and would 
be greatly eahapad by the usc of a figure showing the orientation of thc trarxcis and their 
relationship to sampiing stations of abiotic media. 

Define the criteria for determining an "adequate number- or "adquate sample sizc" and how 
this wiU be impiemmted in \field. Is adequacy bad on a species-area type relationship, 
or does adequate refer to an acceptable VariabiIity of a population panmeter (e+. dcnsity) 
or communiv rneasurc (specks diversity)? Please explain. 

Section 933, p. 9-50. para 1: Thc first senteacc indicates that r c k r e x e  arm.. w i l l  bc 
establkned only for tissue analysis studies. War about other paranc~cn. such x specics 
diversity. popukation densities. producrivicy. crc? 

h 
84. 

Statements to the e f k t  thai selection of . . . reference arcas nay be bxscd cn criteria 
deveiopcd in the Task 1 preiiminary planning process. . . " is ver)l confusing. Why is there 
uncertainty herc? 

We are concerned that refwmcc areas a n  be idcniifjed based on thc qxalitalive field stln-e:s 
or'Task 3. Was this the plan? 

I 

85. Section 9-3-12. p. 9-51, para 3: Is 10 rnetcrs the eztire Icngth of the t i3i~zt :?  E not, 
different lcngths on the s a x  tiansc: should Cot be cousidexd individual sampies as they arc 
not sciccted independmtiy cf each other. 

Is "total hs:5aceous cmeri'total fresh weight biomzss' 2 ratio of two parametcs or does DOE 
mean NO separate parmztts (i.c., totd hertaccous cmer and tom1 fresh wx.ei_E'nt biomass). 
Tf :he kizer? cite a refereacc for the use of this ratio. 
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Describe how Type I and I1 errors 3rc controlled rhrough the use of this sample size formula. 

86. Section 93.4.2. p. 9-61. para. 4 Discuss how thesc (mainly) quditaiivc data on terresziial 
Wildlife and invenebrarcs dl be of use in impact assessment. Ek specific. 

si. Section 93.4.2, pp. 9-62 & 9-63, para, 1: Tiis "quanutativc information" appears to be mainly 
quafitatfie: at least as f3r lis populations are concerned Discuss how these (mainly) 
qualitative data will be used in impacr assessment. 

88. Section 93-43. p. 9-63. para. I: Deletc the reference to "seicctcd Iocations dons Wonan 
Creek'' ctc. This was discusscd in Section 9.32. 

Is &gal aensiry on a per species basis? if so, add q M e r  "of each taxon." 

HOW many replicate samples will be cotlccted at each station? 

89- SMun 9.3.4.4. p. 9-64, para. 1: W'hy were 3 replicates selected? 

With relard to the Erst bullet, how is the %cr that taxa wiil be identified only to c e x s  
consk:ent with doing species-specific toxicity duation. In Table 9-5 there was misuse of 
the tern "receptor species." AI of the taxa listed for the macroinvertebrates on this mole 
were f a d e s  or bighe: taxa =muping. Xone werc spzcies or genera Is ail &this consistent? 

- 

90. Section 92-44, p. 9-64: para 2 If the taxonomic dctennination is only to _ec;lus. how can you 
calculate species diversity. DQE probably mans ta.. diveniy. DOE ought to eusure that 
a consistent lmcl of tamnomic identification and counting is employed throu_ehout the study 
at all stations for e3ch major tzqa group. 

Refereaces to "FoIlurion-tolerant 2nd pollution-sensirive ma" seem questionablc. By 
p0Uudon. does DOE mean such thing as eutrophication? If so. thesc categories m y  not be 
particularly relevant to this assessmeat. 

91. Section 9-3.4.5, p. 9-64, paras. 3 & 4: ?his elfort includes on gut contmt anaiyis. Is tbis 
consistent with statements made earlier in kction 9? 

The data desciibed herein appcsr to be basidly w-onhless for irqact assessment Eqlain 
how these data will be used to cnaracterize impacts. 

92. Scaion 9.3.6, p. 9-55, para 2: Disc.3~~ the inplications of these tissue sample requiremcnts. 
The clear indicatior, is that these an31ycs will be conducted on a species-specific b a s k  It has 
already been shown in Section 9.3.4.t that qxxies of benthos will nor be identiicd. W e  find 
it unfikciy that adequatc sized tissue samples can bc aquired for periphyton 3nd benthos 
"species." Yet acquisition of  specis-specific tissue samples is rcquired for irnpiezicntation cf 
the criteria development actixities. Pcrnaps DOE should consider grouping txia hto mphic  
groups for tissue matpis. 3 y  pooiing the biolo_eicaI m3tcxid on the basis of trophic gmupin~,  
enough bicmass a a y  be ob:ai;led for t i m e  an3i>3is. 

Dixuss the possible awJ fcr snalyiis of tihue for organic wntamirsnts. 



What is the differcnce in ‘macrobenrhos” and ”benthos?” 

93. section 9.4, pp. 9-5s SC 9-56, para. 6: According to Figurc 9-4, Task 100 scophg activitics will 
take two months to compIe*e while Tsk 3 0  aaivities wilI require up to four months IO 
complete. Ecoiogiical field suneys Win not be initiated until Month 3. Given it is now mid 
April. it is unlikely that any field activities would bcgin before July 1st Thc MayJune period 
for ecological inventory samphg and toxicity testing does not seem rdistic, given the need 
to complete the scoping activities before fieid sampling can be initiatcd. 


